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Abstract: John Mayne brought the results orientation and thinking from evalua­
tion to performance audit. During his time at the Offi  ce of the Auditor General of 
Canada he developed frameworks and applications for a federal government envi­
ronment, the details of which are discussed in this article. His time at the OAG was 
highly productive for John personally, for the Office, and the public service. 
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Résumé : John Mayne a transféré la pensée et l’orientation axée sur les résultats de 
l’évaluation à l’audit de gestion. Pendant les années passées au Bureau du vérifi ­
cateur général (BVG) du Canada, il a élaboré des cadres et des applications pour 
l’environnement du gouvernement fédéral, dont nous discutons en détails dans le 
présent article. Le temps qu’il a passé au BVG a été très productif pour John à titre 
personnel, mais aussi pour le Bureau et pour la fonction publique. 

Mots clés  : John Mayne, gestion par résultats, responsabilisation, rapports sur le 
rendement 

 INTRODUCTION 
John Mayne joined the Office of the Auditor General of Canada (OAG) on April 
10, 1995 after a lengthy career at the Treasury Board Secretariat of Canada (TBS) 
(secretariat supporting the Canadian federal government management board). 
He retired from the OAG on 15 January 2004 aft er a long public service career 
providing him the opportunity to spend more time on his writing, mentoring, and 
consulting as discussed in other articles in this special issue. This article focuses 
on his contributions to performance auditing in Canada. 

 METHODOLOGY
 The data for this article stem from two sources. One is the database on John 
Mayne’s published works (see Nielsen, Tangsig, & Lemire, 2023) and the other is 
based on observations and collaboration with John Mayne on the topic discussed. 

Corresponding author: Maria Barrados, Carleton University, 1125 Colonel By Drive, Ottawa, 
Ontario, Canada, K1S 5B6; maria.barrados@bell.net 

© 2023 Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation / La Revue canadienne d’évaluation de programme 
37.3 (Special Issue / Numéro spécial), 461–472 doi: 10.3138/cjpe.75467 

https://www.utpjournals.press/loi/cjpe
mailto:maria.barrados@bell.net
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjpe.75467


462 Barrados 

Drawing from Higley’s work (2008) on elite political agency, the author, Maria 
Barrados, and John Mayne both held positions in central organizations that strate­
gically and substantively enabled them to affect the shaping of performance audit 
in Canada. This article chronicles the inside account of key ideas and events in the 
decade of John Mayne’s tenure at OAG and how it affected performance auditing. 

FINDINGS 

Much of John’s work at the TBS had been dealing with performance measurement 
and program evaluation. He had no direct audit experience but brought with him 
an extensive experience of government management processes, program evaluation, 
and performance measurement. But above all he brought an inquiring mind, inde­
pendent mind set, and strong analytic skills, all valuable attributes for performance 
audit. He brought the results orientation and thinking from evaluation to perfor­
mance audit. He developed frameworks and applications for a federal government 
environment, the details of which are discussed in this article. His time at the OAG 
was highly productive for John personally, for the Office, and the public service. 

At the time that John joined the OAG the audit work of the Offi  ce was 
organized into groups, some doing primarily financial audit work and others 
primarily performance audit. John joined the latter type of group that included 
audit responsibility for some of the government’s social policy departments and 
functional responsibility for issues related to human resource management, public 
service reform, program evaluation, performance measurement, and account­
ability. Each group was headed by an Assistant Auditor General and made up of 
Audit Principles who would take the lead on specific issues and were the primary 
drafters of reports. John Mayne was responsible for issues of performance meas­
urement and accountability; his Assistant Auditor General was Maria Barrados. 

Denis Desautels, the Auditor General from 1991–2001, at the beginning of 
his term set out five priorities which continued to be a focus throughout his term. 
One of his priorities was “to improve accountability”: 

Parliament needed much better information.  .  .  . The government needed to tell 
more about what its spending had achieved and whether it was meeting its goals. But 
it needed to make a culture shift toward accepting accountability and the value of 
transparency in democratic government. Further, the bureaucratic culture needed to 
shift from being accountable for following rules and processes to being accountable 
for getting results. 

(OAG, 2001, p. 4) 

 The Auditor General was also keen to explain how things could be done better, 
provide examples of how work was done in other jurisdictions and lessons that 
could be learned both positive and negative. Th ese reflected John Mayne’s ap­
proach to examining issues as well and are reflected in the reports he did while 
at the Audit Offi  ce. 
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Table 1. Reports of the Office of the Auditor General with John Mayne as 
lead author 

  Date   Type    Subject    Theme  

 April 1997   Audit  Reporting Performance 
 Chapter 5 

 Oct. 1997 Study Managing for Results 
 Chapter 11 

 Sept. 1998  Study Creation of Food Inspection 
 Chapter 12 Agency 

 April 1999  Study  Collaborative Arrangements 
 Chapter 5 

 Nov. 1999   Audit  Accountability at Risk: 
 Chapter 23 Alternative Arrangements 

 Nov. 1999   Audit  Case: Alternative 
 Chapter 24 Arrangements 

 Dec. 2000   Audit  Managing for Results: 
 Chapter 20   Departments and 

Horizontal Issues 
 Dec. 2002  Study  Modernizing Accountability 

 Chapter 9 

 Performance Reporting  
 Accountability  Results 

Managing for Results 
Framework   

Alternative Service Delivery 

 Accountability Framework   
 Alternative Service Delivery 

 Accountability 

 Collaborative Arrangement 
Framework 

 Alternative Arrangements 

 Governance Framework 
 Alternative Arrangements 

 Governance Framework 
Managing for Results 

 Reporting 

 Accountability Framework 

Accountability and results management were developed by him into eight 
Auditor General Reports (see  Table 1 ), internal discussion papers on topics such 
as reporting on outcomes and lessons from a literature review of implementing 
managing for results and performance-based budgeting and contribution analysis 
(Mayne, 1999) as well as publications in the evaluation literature. 

 The top themes in his work at the OAG were Performance Reporting, Man­
aging for Results, Accountability, and Alternative Service Arrangements. His 
thinking on causality, learning, and complexity as identified by McDavid (2023) 
is already evident in the reports and discussion papers he authored. 

National Audit Offices, such as the Office of the Auditor General, work 
in compliance with domestic and international auditing standards. Based on 
financial audit standards, a separate set of performance audit standards have 
been developed (Ruta, 2020). Standards are further supported by policies and 
processes to be followed in doing all the work of the Offi  ce. There are times when 
a piece of work does not fully meet the requirements of the performance audit 
standards such as when there are no existing agreed criteria and the work is used 
to develop the criteria, or when the objective is to provide information rather 
than draw an audit conclusion and make recommendations. In those cases, the 
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OAG would designate a report a “Study” rather than an “Audit.” John eff ectively 
used the Study format to explain, define, and create frameworks for the concepts 
he developed which in turn were used in Audits to verify how they were being 
applied in government. Studies would adhere to the same quality standards and 
procedures as a full audit. 

 PERFORMANCE REPORTING 

Within a year of his arrival John was Audit Principal on the Audit of Reporting 
Performance in the Expenditure Management System, in the Auditor General’s 
Report to Parliament, April 1997. In 1995 the federal government made changes 
to its expenditure management system to support initiatives to reduce the defi cit. 
The system changes included requirements that new initiatives be funded through 
reallocation of existing resources. A key feature was to improve information on 
program performance to support better decision making (OAG, 1997). Th ese 
were not the first changes to documents submitted to Parliament for the Budget 
approvals and more have been made since that time. 

 The audit was done early in the process to contribute to the ongoing change. 
Th e first part of the report provided context and defined key terms. 

Performance “deals with how well things are done: were the expected results accom­
plished? Were they accomplished within budget and in the most effi  cient manner? 
Were there undue, unintended consequences?” 

(OAG, 1997b, 5.10) 

Results “collectively activities taken by government that produce a variety of products, 
services, benefits and other impacts and effects seen in a program results chain of 
activities, outputs, intermediate outcomes and ultimate outcomes.” 

(OAG, 1997b, 5.11) 

 The argument is made that good management and effective governance requires 
good performance information but at the same time recognizes that federal go­
vernment programs operate in  complex environments (a theme returned to, see 
McDavid, 2023) in subsequent reports and that systems and processes need to be 
put in place to gather performance information. 

 Th e specifi c findings of the audit provided observations on where the changes 
made showed promise, where progress was made and where more work needed 
to be done. As was the case in much of John’s work, there were case examples 
of good practice and progress made on similar initiatives in other jurisdictions. 
From today’s perspective the specifi c findings are less interesting than the intro­
duction of evaluation concepts and definitions into performance audit by John. 
His first report set out his thinking and approach further developed in his work 
at the OAG on a number of themes that included the characteristic for quality 
performance information: 
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• 	 clear context and strategies; 
• 	 meaningful performance expectations; 
• 	 performance accomplishments against expectations; 
• 	 capacity to learn and adapt demonstrated; 
• 	 fair and reliable performance information report. 

Further detail is available in the Report (OAG, 1997, p. 5). 
For the evaluator these serve as definitions. For the auditor they become 

criteria that can be used to judge performance information that includes how it 
is used and applied.

 The report lays out what is required for quality results information, good 
performance reporting and the importance of leadership by the management 
board and senior managers to overcome a reluctance to report results that cannot 
be fully controlled. There is also an observation that there is little information on 
interdepartmental horizontal issues that requires an expanded knowledge base 
and increased interorganizational collaboration. 

MANAGING FOR RESULTS AND MANAGING 
HORIZONTAL ISSUES
 The audit on performance reporting (OAG, 1997, p. 5) identified a number of 
challenges in establishing sound performance reporting that included developing the 
capacity to use performance information and creating incentives to change the focus 
of management and accountability (OAG, 1997, 5.50). These issues were developed 
in a Study, “Moving toward Managing for Results” (OAG, 1997a, p. 11) and three 
years later in an audit to assess what progress had been made (OAG, 2000, p. 20).

 The position taken by the Auditor General was that a better balance between 
managing inputs and results was needed (OAG, 1997, 11.9). Research led by John 
was done to propose and explain a management framework that would encourage 
greater progress toward managing for results, lessons learned from others, and 
incentives and disincentives for managers (OAG, 1997, 11.21). Th e framework 
that was developed had four major requirements: 

1. 	 Fostering an organizational climate that encourages managing for re­
sults. 

2. 	 Agreeing on expected results. 
3. 	 Measuring results to improve performance.
 4. 	 Effectively reporting performance. 

Details and further explanations are found in the Report (OAG, 1997, Exhibit 11.1).
 The report also included good examples of managing for results in specifi c 

programs. The cases illustrated particular features of the framework to illustrate 
its application. There was no expectation that all the features in the framework 
would be met since it was argued there are many different ways to manage for 
results (OAG, 1997). 
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Based on the later audit report (OAG, 2000) that examined the progress of the 
cases that were used in developing the initial framework of individual programs 
and progress made in five large federal departments, the framework was modifi ed 
to highlight the importance of managing for results departmentwide and the need 
for using performance information for improving programs and identifying good 
practices. The original framework added two additional requirements and put 
greater emphasis on strategic considerations with the following additions ( in italics). 

Framework for Managing for Results 

1. Fostering an organizational climate that encourage managing for results. 
2. Agreeing on a strategic results framework. 
3. Agreeing on expected results  and strategies for programs. 
4. Measuring results to track performance.
 5. Using information to improve performance. 
6. Effectively reporting performance. 

Details and further explanations are found in the Report (OAG, 2000, Exhibit 
20.4). 

 The audit found that several departments had made tangible efforts to focus 
on results. However, in most departments examined, more planning for results 
was observed than actually managing for results. It also observed that managing 
the use of results information was limited (OAG, 2000). It was observed that 
evaluation capacity in many large departments had atrophied and could play a 
more active role (OAG, 2000). 

 The audit chapter on managing for results (OAG, 2000) also included a study 
portion examining managing results for horizontal issues or issues where many 
departments are involved. This follows on the examinations of various partnership 
arrangements (OAG, 1999) that recommended stronger frameworks for account­
ability and management, and the need for more effort to monitor, evaluate, and 
report results (OAG, 2000). 

Using a review of the relevant literature and a number of case studies to ex­
amine the extent to which horizontal issues are managed to achieve a common 
result (OAG, 2000), a framework of five elements was developed based on factors 
3–6 from the managing for results framework above and the addition of a factor 
(in italics above). 

Managing for Horizontal Issues 

1. Identifying an effective co-ordination structure. 
2. Agreeing on common objectives, results, and strategies. 
3. Measuring results to track performance. 
4. Using information to improve performance.
 5. Effectively reporting performance. 

Details and further explanations are found in the Report (OAG, 2000, p. 20). 
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 The analysis of the cases identified many challenges in managing horizontal 
issues for results, particularly in the absence of a lead department. A decisive fac­
tor was the support from senior levels of government and clear political support. 
It was also observed that levers and incentive were needed to support cooperation. 

ALTERNATIVE SERVICE DELIVERY AND COLLABORATIVE 
ARRANGEMENTS
 The Canadian federal government, like many other governments at the time, 
was examining ways to improve service delivery through different ways that 
would provide greater flexibility, innovation, and focus on results. It commercia­
lized some of its operations, created special operating agencies, developed new 
partnerships, and on an individual, case-by-case basis established alternative 
service delivery agencies (ASD) outside of the traditional delivery approaches 
in government departments. Each case was examined individually and on a 
business case basis. John led a study on the creation of one such agency in its 
first year of operations to identify useful practices and practices to consider 
(OAG, 1998).

 The Canadian Food Inspection Agency was successfully launched through 
legislation. It brought into one organization responsibilities for inspection and 
related services for food safety and animal and plant health from three diff er­
ent departments. It was assigned greater flexibility in human resources and 
financial management and a new accountability framework was set out. In this 
case early success was due to strong support from senior management and the 
government. 

 The new accountability framework was still to be tested at the time. Th e 
empowering legislation set out roles and responsibilities with a lot of details still 
to be worked out. The legislation sets out the overall direction. Th e objectives, 
strategies, and expected performance over the period were set out in the corporate 
business plan but were found not sufficiently concrete or precise to provide a good 
indication of what was to be achieved (OAG, 1998). A sound, credible reporting 
regime was set out that when implemented was felt to be a solid basis for report­
ing. An interesting feature, in addition to having the Auditor General provide an 
opinion on the Agency’s financial statements, was that the AG was also to assess 
the performance information reported against the Agency’s objectives. (Th e latter 
feature has since been dropped.) 

Observations on leadership and the management and accountability regimes 
fit with the themes of many of John’s other OAG Reports. 

 The study on collaborative arrangements (OAG, 1999b)  examines another form 
of alternative service delivery through collaborative arrangements. In these arrange­
ments different levels of government, the private and volunteer sectors agree to share 
power and authority in decisions on program and service delivery (OAG, 1999b). 
Effective accountability becomes more complex in these arrangements, remaining 
with Parliament but also to partners and to public for the services that are to be 
provided. These arrangements also require greater transparency. 
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 The study was undertaken to better understand how to manage the risks as­
sociated with collaborative arrangements and to provide a framework to assess the 
arrangements (OAG, 1999b). The framework was based on balancing improved 
efficiency, enhanced accountability and achieving results in the agreements. Th e 
framework is made up of these elements with questions under each element: 

Framework for Assessing Collaborative Arrangements 

• 	 Serving the Public Interest 
• 	 With questions such as: Are objectives being met? Is it the best way 

to achieve the results? 
• 	 Effective Accountability Arrangement 

• 	 With questions such as: Are objectives and results agreed to clear? 
Are roles and responsibilities for each partner clear? 

• 	 Greater Transparency 
• 	 With questions such as: Are information needs of each partner rec­

ognized? Is sufficient and appropriate information being disclosed? 

Details and further explanations are found in the Report (OAG, 1999b). 
 The framework was a starting point with improvement made as greater ex­

perience was gained through audit. 

 ACCOUNTABILITY
 The study providing the framework for assessing collaborative arrangements was 
followed by an audit of 77 new governance arrangements that replaced federal 
employees, contractors, or agents by partners. The purpose of the audit to assess 
“whether the formal provisions and subsequent practices for reporting, accoun­
tability mechanisms, transparency and protection of the public interest are ade­
quate” (OAG, 1999c, 23.23). 

 The report contained a summary of the work done by other jurisdictions 
to put in place good governance and accountability regimes (OAG, 1999c). Th e 
earlier framework that raised a number of questions was replaced by a Governing 
Framework with an additional element of ensuring credible reporting. 

A Governing Framework for New Arrangements made up of items: 

• 	 to ensure credible reporting; 
• 	 to establish effective accountability mechanisms; 
• 	 to ensure adequate transparency; 
• 	 to protect the public interest. 

Details and further explanations are found in the Report (OAG, 1999c, Exhibit 
23.2). 

 The framework separated reporting and accountability mechanism based on 
earlier work that key attributes of accountability were “clear and agreed expectations, 

© 2023 CJPE 37.3, 461–472	 doi: 10.3138/cjpe.75467

https://www.utpjournals.press/loi/cjpe
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjpe.75467


 John Mayne’s Contribution to Performance Audit        469 

clear roles and responsibilities, balanced expectations and capacities, credible re­
porting, and reasonable review, program review and audit” (OAG, 1999c, 23.18).

 The audit concluded that accountability was at risk because of weak account­
ability mechanisms, limited performance reporting, inadequate transparency, and 
protection of the public interest. A second chapter in the same volume reported 
on an example of a new governance arrangement that had struck a reasonable 
balance in the requirements (OAG, 1999a). 

John’s last report for the OAG was a study on modernizing accountability to 
propose and discuss an enhanced concept of accountability. This report brought 
together other reports by the Auditor General as well as a joint paper led by John 
for the Office with the Treasury Board Secretariat in 1998 (OAG, 2002). 

A revised definition of accountability was proposed: “Accountability is a 
relationship based on obligations to demonstrate, review, and take responsibility 
for performance, both the results achieved in light of agreed expectations and the 
means used” (OAG, 2002, 9.28). 

As pointed out in the report this revised definition allows for accountability 
among partners, reciprocal accountability, importance of ends and means, and 
the need for review and adjustment. 

 The report sets out five principles of effective accountability with elements 
of the quality performance information laid out in John’s first audit for the OAG 
(OAG, 1997). 

Principles of Eff ective Accountability 

1. Clear roles and responsibilities. 
2. Clear performance expectations. 
3. Balanced expectations and capacities. 
4. Credible reporting. 
5. Reasonable review and adjustment. 

Details and further explanations are found in the Report (OAG, 2002, p. 9) 

DISCUSSION 
John made a substantial contribution to the work of the OAG of Canada not only 
in the reports that were produced on accountability, results management, and alter­
native service delivery and all their complexities. But also, as an in-house advisor to 
all the auditors in the Office on his wide knowledge. The impact of his work went 
beyond the OAG. Th e fi rst significant wave of his publications started during his 
time at the Office of the Auditor General (Nielsen, Tangsig & Lemire, 2023). In 
many respects the Audit Offi  ce at that time was a perfect fi t for John since it gave 
him the environment to develop his conceptual thinking, be challenged by collea­
gues, and test his ideas. His published internal and external reports are part of the 
archived resource available to the OAG. The published reports are also accessible 
online through Canadian government publications (https://publications.gc.ca). 
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He and his team of auditors through the frameworks that were developed set 
out systems and processes to address specific administrative challenges. Beyond 
systems and processes, the importance of leadership is stressed throughout the 
work as seen in how to get better results information included in performance 
reports, identifying a lead department in managing for results of horizontal issues 
or establishing a new agency. The intention was not to think of static relationships 
but rather dynamic ones. 

As demonstrated in his audit reports, John Mayne’s thinking was constantly 
evolving. He took the approach of developing his concepts, testing and observing 
and making the necessary adjustments to improve understanding and insight of 
management processes. This can be seen in the evolution of the initial framework 
for managing for results with subsequent addition of strategic consideration and 
use and further adjustment for its application in managing horizontal issues. 

In the report on managing for results, an exhibit captures the essentials of 
learning and adapting through the process of strategic planning, business planning, 
program implementation, monitoring and reporting. To make progress, he argued, 
the components of the process need to be aligned and used to make change. Moni­
toring was broadly defined to include performance measurement, evaluations, 
internal audits, environmental scans, and risk analysis (OAG, 2000, Exhibit 20.1.). 
The concepts were brought together by a paper sponsored by the OAG and later 
published by the OECD—Can Public Organisations Learn? (Barrados & Mayne, 
2003). The simple answer to the question was yes but it requires a lot of eff ort. 

As Lahey (2023) observes, John Mayne sought to improve practice through 
a pragmatic lens as illustrated in the paper. Because of the fragmentation of the 
work of academics and organizational consultants, the approach taken in the 
paper was to build on areas of agreement and present, based on the work that 
had been done at the OAG to set out what would be expected in a public sector 
learning organization. The elements were summarized in an exhibit (Barrados & 
Mayne, 2003, p. 95). 

Credible measurement and analysis: 

• deliberate measurement practices; 
• useful analysis; 
• data quality assurance practices. 

 Information dissemination: 

• knowledge management practices; 
• wide-spread communication of results information. 

 Regular review: 

• practices for routine review of accomplishments; 
• procedures for follow-up on decisions taken. 
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 The challenge is having public sector organizations embrace review and the 
identification of shortcomings and in turn embrace learning from them. To do 
that, public sector organizations would need to shift  their values to seeking ex­
planations of what went wrong, accept and discuss facts that are uncovered and 
adopt a new approach. In addition, they would need to address known issues and 
challenges with measurement and evaluation. 

 CONCLUSION
 The article ends on a hopeful note that organizations are good at setting up sys­
tems and procedures. With the right leadership it should be possible to set up for­
mal reviews and information sharing which would support results-based learning. 

 In reflecting on his own time working in audit, he wondered whether perfor­
mance audit was up to addressing the challenges of complex public administration 
in large part because of the audit traditions of verifying compliance with existing 
systems and procedures when it is the very systems and procedures that might 
need to be changed (Mayne, 2010). He further argues that there should be more 
challenge to how performance audit is conducted which in fact is exactly what 
John did when he was at the Office of the Auditor General of Canada and contin­
ued to do in his retirement. 
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